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This is a -progress report on the first ye^r of the 
. Teacher Evaluation Act ±ii Connecticut. The Educational I 
R^sdurces and Development . Center of the University of 
Connecticut has assisted the Department in the iinplem.entation 
of\the layjk .Their analysis and summary of local school 
district plans follov/s. ' > 

^ Every effdrt will be'made by the Aqlvisory Committee 
and the State Department pf Education- to use this iiiformatlon 
to strengthen local evaluation programs . It is 6ur hope 
that these efforts will ultimately lead i;o improved education 
for the students in Connecticut schools. 
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^ , INTRODUCTION 



At the close of the Connecticut Stat© Legislattjre Jin 
* V 
1973, an amendment requiring teacher evaluation was added 

to tjie Tenure Act. . Superintendents of schools were to 

evaluate their tea^shers annually , and the State Board of « 

Eduqation was, to establish minimum performance criteria - 

for such evaluation. - ^ * ^ 

^ . - \ . ^ \ ^ . . •■' 

The educatiorial organizattions of thej^tate were asked 

to appoint members to a committee tc^ assist the State 

Department of Education in the task. Sixteen other states 

had previously pkesed accountability or similar evaluation 

lav7S. \ A survey revealed that most of them were having 

considerably difficuli^y impl^entin.g the legislation. 

^ Some states had specified in detail the if^thods to be 

used for such evaluations. A few had established a standard 

for expected studerit progress in each subject. Yet no 

satisfactory way had been .found to isolate the effects of a 

teacher from the other influences on^ tl^e student. Evidence 

seemed to indicate that «such legislation fared best wKen 



the Statil mandated' evaluation and left the* specific method 
to local initiative. 

It was clear that the success of any" plan would call 
'for cooperation from all segments of tl>e educational community. 
The members of the Advisory Committee made a genuine at:tempt 



to represent the viewpoints of their respective organizations 

<. ■ ■ V 

and at the same time comply with .the spirit of the law. 

Two important principles were agreed upon: 

0 ^ ... 

1. The primary purpose of teacher evaluation 
should be the improvement of ^ the student learning 
experience • . , 

2. The local schoo\ systems should establish 
♦ their own educational goals. Such goals and 

subsequent objectives shoiild form the basis for 
-the eva^iuation, - ' 

Obstacles in the way of d^eloping a plan based .on these 
principles were the association of teacher evaluation with 
the Tenure Act and the requirement fox minimum performance 
criteria. The latter term implied the setting of exact 
standards at the State level and was contrary to feelings o"^ 
the Committee. \ ^ . % s> 

Members 'of the Education Committee of the State Legislature 
were asked to join in a dialogue over these issues. It was 
mutually decided to recommend" changes in the Legislation^ i.e. 
that teacher evaluation be removed from the Tenure Act; that 
the State Board of Education establish guidelines for the 
^development of local evaluation plans. These suggestions 
were accepted by the Legislature and incorporated in the 
present Act^ P. A. 74-278 (see Appendix A) . ' 



/ q 



/ 



The guidelines developed by the Advisory Committee 
were adopted by the State Board of Education"* (see 
^ppendlx B). They allow up to five years for the' design, 
field testing and review of evaluation plans w,ith progress 
reports from local school districts made ' annually to the 
State Department, of Education.^ ^. « 



THE PROCESS '. . * 

Basic Questions / ' ' 

As described in the acknowledgements; the role of the 

Educational Re^our'ces and Development Center (ERDC) was to 

■ ^ ■ ■ •■ . ""^ . - 

assist the Connecticut State Department of Educatioji (CSDE) 

in carrying out their responsibility to implement the Act 

^ . - ■ 

Concerning Teacher Evaluatio^^ (P. A. 74-278)^ I;i order to 

develop a process for impjlementation, ^it was necessary to ^ 

answer several ,basic questions. ^ ° " , - ^ . 

IX What does the law require? 

-of the Ldcal- Education Agency (LEA)? ^ 
V o . -of th^ CSDJS ' 

2) .What information is required frbni(^i^e LEA? 

3) What is the best method of collecti^ng the* required 
. : infofmation? ' . 



4) ^ How cai>; the information best be analyzed? 

5) What information should ^be reported back to the ^ 
LEA? (regarding the report they submitted to the . 

.vCSDE) , \ 

6) What 'information rshould be reported to the • , ' 
Connecticut State 3oard of Education (GSBE) ? 

In responding to these questions., and developing the ^process^ 

it was necessary to temper ideal solutions with the realization 

• ' ' . 
that there were serious constraints ih 'terms of time and manpower. 

Questions 1/ 2, and 3 needed to be answered quickly. so that^ 

report forms could be distributed" to LEA's in October,, 1974/ 

allowing them sufficient time to prepare their reports due January 



■f ^ ' ^ 

i; 1975. Questions 4, 5, and 6 needed to answered in order 
to complete, an analysis of the LeA reports and prepare a 
summary. report to the CSpE early in MarcUr and to proyide 
feedback to the LEA*s at the earliest possible^ date. 

The procedures were developed cooperatively by the CSDE 
and Eiy)^. These recoitanended- procedures were then r^^ewed 
by the Advisory. Committee on Teacher^ Evaluation. The Advisory 
Committee approved the general approach to be followed, but * 
it was not possible for them to approve all •specif ic aspec1:s 
of the process. Good working relationships and a tr'ue spipit 
of cooperation were important factors 'in allowing the project 
to move ahea^^^^efr schedule. 

The Law ' - ' 

The law (P. A. 74-278, Apt)endix A) requires tha.t: 

Section 1. (NEW) * The superintendent cjf each school 
district^ shall, in accordance with guidelines ^ 
established by the state board of education for ' 
the development of evaluation programs and such 
other .guidelines as may be established by mutual/ 
agreement between the town or regional board of 
education and the teachers^ representative chosen 
pursuant to section 10-153b of • the general ^ta^tutes, 
continuously evaluate or cause to be evaluated each 
teacher. • ^ . 

Fprther,* the law require^ that: 

Section 2. (NEW) On or before^ January 1, 1975, each 
town or regional school district ^hall submit, in . 
writing, to the state board' of education a report 
on existing evaluation procedures ^nd, plans |or 
implementing-the guidelines estai>lished by the state 
board of education ^or developm^t of local, 
evaluation programs. , ^ 
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The Guidelines for Teacher E^^aluation '(Appendis^^ B) 

'\ 

were developed by the Advisory Committee on Teacher 

. - • . . • ' / • • \ 

Evaluation and the CSDE. These were .approved by the CSBE in 
January, 1974. and were" distributed to LEA's in August, 1974. 
The Guidelines cigjcument also 'describes the assessment 

and ^ reporting responsibilities of the CSDE: 

- • • ' ♦ 

A prggress assessment shall be' the responsibility 
of . the State Departtnent of Educatign: 



\ 



1. The Departrjent inventories ^ach school 
district as to (1) status and^ (2) plans 
' for development 6f "teacher * evaluation / 
. program.- Programs are reviewed in terms 
of the extent to which they are meeting 
the guidelines. ' ^ 



2.. The Department communicates to each 

superintendent the results of 'its .^review, - 
its understanding of the timetable proposed 
' in the school district/ s plans-, and ar^ 

recommeiidatibns for adjuetmento to su<?h plans. 

3. Each* Superintendent receiving recoiranendations 
" for adjustments to plans Acknowledges stTch- 

recommendations and agrees to incorporate 
such" repommendat%>ns into a revised plan. 
Any superintendent who does not agree 
with the recommendations requests a meeting ' 
with the Department for the pur^fee of , 
clarifying ,an(J setting forth an alternate 
plan to fully implement an effective 
evaluation program within a reasonable period 
of time. ' o . 

1-nf ormation Required 

In addition to the information on "existing evaluation 

procedures and plans for implementing the ^guidelines" i;equired 

by law, it was decided to ask LEA's to provide information on: 



*1) activi|iies that . l^ad been partsicsularly heipfui to them, in . 

developing ati ev^iuation prbgr am, and 2) their needs for. 

•additional resdIiWes. 4h a^nd implement an • ; 

evaluation ^rograiia;. . v ' 

Information Collection ' , 

A. progress Report form (Appendix C) w^s developed • 
cooperatively by tdie CSDE and l^C to collect the desired . 
^^information y : i>.e> status^ existing activities r planned ^. 
actiivi^^^ experiences, and needs for assi^taxwe* ' 

This^Sforxn a^^^ accompanying memo from Comxi^s^ii^ner Shedd 
were inkiled to LEA's' <pn October 22 1 1974. ; * • v / ' 

Th^|jfpiphasis (if Progress Repoi^^ ori^ tii 
It was decided to use an_ "activities analysis'* approach** 
Thia approacfe requests the reporter to list those specific 
activities now being carried out (or planned) to asstire that 
th^ guideline is (or w:ill'be) met. . V ; 

Superintendents were also asked to indicate their perception 
of the school system's progress toward full implemen|atioh of 
each of the eleven guidelines on a contini^ium of 0-^tO vilOO%. 

Consideration was' given to requesting that therLEA iProgr^^s^^ 

Report be developed jointly by the superintendent am local 

II . ■ ... 



* Edward F., Iwaificki. "Activity Analysis: An Approach to. Improving 
the Evaluation Design of Ongoing Educational Programs". 
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the National Counc 
on Measurement -'in Education^ Chicago/ Illinois. Aprils 197^. 



teacher organization • It was suggested that it could be 
developed cooperatively, or perhaps developed by the 
superintendent and reviev/ed by the teacher organisation ' 



with differences ,in percepti-on noted> and signed by both , • 
parties'.' ' ^ ' 

\ . ■ . * 

It v/as- determined, however/ that the legislation held 
the superintendent responsible, for submitting, the' report 
to the CSBE. Siiwe it seemed desirable to receive comparable 
information f rycqn^^^ org-^nizations i^ was suggested Ighey 

tsubmit a separat^ report. The Cormecticut Education ^ ^ • 
Association'^^^ft^epared a shortened version of the Progress Report 
(Appendix p) which they made available to their local units; 



Analysis ' . V. . 

It was decided that every effort should be made to develop 
a procedure for analyzing the LEA Progress Reports that V7as - 
objecti^m and would yield quantifiable data. This proved 
difficult because of the necessarily broad nature of the Guide- 
lines, and the lack of criteria for those Guidelines. 

/ It seemed essential to develop criteria for each of the 
guidelines in an attempt to avoid subjectivity, and to » 
indical:e to the LEA*s and the OSBE the basis on which a status 
determination was made. 'The criteria were developed 
coopei;atively by ERDC and the CSDE, and officially approved 
by the CSDE for use in the CSDE/ERDC Guideline Analysis Form^ 
(Appendix b) • 



The criteria w©re not reviewed /6r approved by the ^ 
Advisory Coramittep although they did agree on the need for 
1 their develop(ment"and the general approach to be followed. 
It should also be emphasized that the criteria were developed 
for use in the analysis of the 1974-75 Progress Reports, and 
for explaining to LEA's^how the .CSDE/ERDC gierception of tWir 
status was reaeh(§d. If these crit'^ria are to be used, or*\ 
other criteria developed, to aid LEA's in the development and 
implementation of evaluation prSgrains they should be feased 
upon greater input from the profession^ thorough discussion, 
and^ careful review and approval. ^ 

The Guideline Analysis presents^ the CSDE/ERDC perception 
of the status of that^school system for each criterion, based 

soley upon- the written inaterial^ presented in the LEA report 

' ■ ■ , ■ • 

prepared by the superintendent* A particular element may 
exist or be planned, but if liot reported will- show in the 54 
Category, "No Evidence". Status* is reported in the following 
four categories: 

01 Y^s (substantial achievement of guideline) 

02 In Pr ogre sis (activities initiated but achi^ement 
not substantially achieved)* ^ 

03 Proposed (activities planned but not yet initiated) 
,04 No Evidence (no evidence provided) 

Report to LEA's * 

It will be necessary to use a standard format in provid;|ng 
feedback to each LEA regarding their evaluation program and 
plans. While each of the tEA's would undoubtedly desire a 



detailed analysis v/ith specific recostsaendations as to the 
development and im^lebmentation of an evaluation program; this / 
is feeyond the capability of the CSDE. As stated pjrevioualy, / 
information will be presented as to the'CSDE/ERDC^perqeptidn / 
of their status based on an application of stated^ criteria. 
It is likely that some school systems v/ill take issue with \ 
the appropriateness of the criteria , but this could result 
in a heal th/p constructive jirocess for developiiig criteria 
for future use.. Again, criteria v/ere deyelope^^ to analyse 
and explain how status v/as determined'^ not' for/ use in evaluation 
program .development. \ , ^ i : - ^ 

i ' . • V " ' ' • 

Report to the > Connecticut State Board o^ EdiiiQation (CSBE) 

• - •. ' • : . : '■ I 

The intent of this report is to provide the State Board 

. - ■ . 0 • " ' ' 

of Education v/ith an overviex-^^ of teacher evaluation* in > i 
Connecticut. Informatiori is pJ^ovidetd^ foj- the State as a v;hole 
rather than for- individual school 'districts. • In addition:, the 
report suggests how ^he teacher evaliijat^idn process might be 

improved. 

' ' • . ^ / : ■ ' / 

This section of the report has attempted to provide a 

■ \ 1 ' ' /. ■ ' 

brpad perspective of fche^ process and hoy; it was developed. 

Subsequent sections will include: r 

- ANALYSIS OF THE DATA' 
-.-OBSERVATION^ - , 
RECOMMENDATIONS ' 
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ANALYSIS O^ DATA 



Sample- , , ^ i 

Reports were' reaaivad and ecorid for public school 
syetems as well as several other educational agenciea. 
The reports fall /within the follow^ing 'categoriei: 
^ A- Local iUl2 school systems ' 

B." K«12 regional school districts 



e report was filed and scored for each, ©f the. 
K-12 regional school districts. ' ' . * ^ 

C. Regional sch&ol districts for grades 7rl2 or 9-12 ^ 

1, • If reports were, filled by ea^g^i Qf the independent 

town' elementarj?^ districts as^ well as the regional 
, , districts, all were scored as separate systems. 

\ * ' . ■ - • " 
2i If a single report , was , filed th^t incorporated. 
^ ; ' the independent towx elfemeAtairy* distri<?ts and \ • 

\ the regional district^ one re^Sort was scored. 

The above categories yielded a samp^lje size of 152 e;/aluatiori 
^programs. Variations of the sample sise occur in the data 
analysis due to incomplete and n^||ltiple responses to some parts 
of the report. J ' \ ■ 

Teacher reports were filled by 52 teacher organizations 
representing 41 of the 152 evaluation programs, ^he difference 
in the number of teacher reports received and that used in the 
data analysis is due to: 

a) multiple teacher reports received from a regional 

■-^ — ' . . ^ , 

'dxstriot, where only onei school system report was 
scored, and 

b) two teacher reports received after the data had 
been analyzed. 
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Form A • , ■ ^ . 

J' 

Introduction ^ ' \ ' 

Form enti,tled ^eacheri Ey^:3^ation Procedures /. 
Presently Uipilized in Your School District y asked four 

ba^ic questions. > * . 

; ' / . , ^ • . - ^ 

A) pJkat Method?' 

B) Who Evaluates? * • . * 

C) When Does Ev^^lu^tion^ Qpcur? 
V D) Why Does Evaluation Occur? 

Question A: What Method? • ' r . 

discussion ' . * 

* ^ Question A asked respondents to, rank varibus methods 
of evaluation according to usage in their school system* . 
The administrative and special service personriLi sections 
had fewer responses than the sample size. ♦ The paJ^CJentages 
' which follow represent that portion of the respons^« given 
in each category. Teacher N=^3,, Administrator Ns=117^ 
and Special Servic/e Personnel Ni=130. 

The evjaluatifin methods most frequently cited as^the 
-..primary means of teacher evaluation were open ended 
^ statements "^(31%), checklist (24%), and rating, scales (20%). 
Also cited were: performance objectives (12%) , clinical 
supervision (7%), and guided ^elf-analysis (5%). Xll six 

'0 ■ 

^ .of - these techniques received considerable mention as 
/.second^iry and tertiary procedures. It should be noted that 

,7S%rbf .^the systems make use of two or more evaluation 

techniques. 



IS 



The evaluation methods most frequently citad as ' , 

&e primary means of administrator evaluation were: 

• ' ^ . ' \ ' ' 

dpen ended^ statements (34%) / performance objectives (29%) • 

Also cited were: rating, scal.es (13%) ^ ,g^ided self^ 

analyeiB (12%) and checklists (9%)-. In 66% of the systems 

there is the use of muljt.iple evaluation ttfechniques, -with 

guided selfw-Snalysis being^the most popufar secondary 

and tertiary method.^ 

^s^e evaluation methods most 'frequently cited as the 

• primary means of special service personnel- evaluation 

were: open? ehded statements (35%) ^^jhecklists' (18%) and ^ 

rating scalejr' (^8%) . Also cited \fere performance ' ^ 

Objectives (13%) and guided self -analysis (8%) • All of 

the above were often mentioned as secondary and tertiary 

techniques. Ap^roxiinately 74% of t^e sy sterna make use 

of two^ orv^i^ore methods. / 
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Question B: Who B^luates? * ■ ^ ' ^ 

Discussion . ' V , , 

Quesion B asked respondents to indicate who has « 
the primary an4 secondary responsibility for evaluating 
^ the Various categories of personnel. Multiple rejsponses 

were a jvery common practice fJsyc this question. The 

. ». . ' . 

total number of ^ responses in all categories vipried 

from 57 to 247. However ^ percentages Ittiat follow 

/ - ■ . ^ . ^.-'.^ ■ , . • • 

we3^e calculated on the basis of the sample size of N=152^-. 

an3(i theajefore wilT not sum to .100% in any one category. 

In the category of .primary responsibility for ^ 
evaluating teachers, the overwhelming majority- (91%) 
indicated the principal.. Also, cited %pr having primaty - 
responsibility were: assistant principal (21%) department 
head (11%) and superintendent (11%) . Secondary - 
responsibility fOi!' evaluating teachers was allocated to: 
departmen^ head (44%) and assistant principal (38%) • 
Also cited -were: .superintendent (50%), supervi|B^rH|4%) 
and assistant ^uperintiendent (17%) . - . 

In the category of! primary responsibility for 
evaluating administrators, the majority ^8%) indicatec^ 
the superintendent."^ Others cited were assistant 
superintendent (20%) and principal (16%)* There seems 
to be very little secondary responsibility for evaluating 
administrators; where it doe^ exist It is most of€en 

viewed as a role of the assistant superintendent (16%) . 

' ' ' . I' 

' ■ ■ . 23 
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In the category of primary responsibility for 
evaluating special personnel, the majority (56%) 
indicated the principal*, Also cited Were: supervisor 

(26%) and superinrtendent (20%) . Secondary responsibility, 

f • • . * . > 

M»n evaluating spetsial service personnel was most • 
frequently given the superintendent (29%) and yet was * 
somewh&.t distributed amo^g all administrative personnel. 
It should be x^oted that there was ^ex^ minimal use 
of evaluation by other teachers and/or students. 
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. ^ Question Ci When Does Evaluation /Occur? 

' . • ^ ' \ ■ " ~ " — ^ . • 

• .V • < ■ ■ , : • - » •' J 
' Digcussioh ^ , ? , • ' \ 

Question C asked respondents to indicate bow ofJ:en 

evaluation occurs. The resjJonses . to this question w^re 

very difficult to anailyze. Thete Were obviously many • 

• \: • : • . - " .■■ • V ■ • • ' / / 

interpiretations of the term continuous; evaluation. 

*■ • ' ■■" . ' \ - ■* ■ ' ■ • / ■ ■" • • ' ^ 

In addition^ multiple responses by a school system wejfe 

^g^in a common practice. For these re^s^i>s^ it is 

' ' ' ' / ' ' - ■ : 

difficult to assign significant interpr^ation t the ' 
f ollowing d^ta. ' The total number of responses in all 
categories ranged from 125 to 160. The percentages 
that follow were calculated 6n the basis of the sample 
Size N«152^ and therefore will not gum to 10J3% in any 
one category • . ^ : r' ^ ^ 

Evaluation of tenured teachers occuxi^s most frequently 
t45%) on ^n anhual basis ^ followed next in frequency by 
^ continuous evaluation C38%) . On, the other hand evaluation 



of non-tenured teachers occurs mo^t frequently X51%) on 

a continuous, basis, followed by semi-annual (26%) and 

' ^ - J • 
annual ( 22 %T evaluations. \ 

Administrators, like tenured teachers, are most 
often (46%) evaluated on an annual ba^is, followed by " 
continuous evaluation (36%)x. J: 

Evaluation of tenured spedial service 'personnel 
occurs most frequently (38%) on an annual basis and 

41 - ^ 

also on a continuous basis (344),' Non- tenured special 



? 



^ service personnel, like^non-tjenured teachers are 

most-often" (47%) evaluated on a continuous basisr ' ' 

.-• . ■ ^ . -^v' . - . v- • 

folldwed by s^itii -annual (23%) and annual (14%) \, . . 

.• . . ... - > ; , V ' - 

. ^Val\iations • ^ * ' - ' ' 

, It should be^ noted tihat very little evaluation was 
^ '^=H36nsidered to take place piv a monthly ba'sis for dny 
personnel. ^ . 
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Question P: Why Doe^s Evaluatioji Occur? 

. .. 'A 

Discussion 

Question D asked respondents to rank, in order of 

importance, the reasons why evaluettion occurs • Some 

' ■ ' ' ' » " ,^ ■ . ■* • ■ 

multiple responses were given in answer to. this question. 
The total number of responses in all categories ranged 
from 147 to 173. The percentages that follbw were . 
calculated on the basis of the samplei sise N^152, and 
therefore, will not sum tb 100% in any one category. 

Improving competencies was ^ ranked highest as the 
primary reason for evaluation of teachers (50%), ^ 

administrators (53%) and special service personnel ^(43%) . 

. ■"■ 
'■ ■ • ^ ' 

Staff development was ranked second as the primazry. reason 

for evaluation of teachers (30%), administrators (26%) 

and special service personnel (26%). Tenure/contract 

renewal was ranked third as the primary reason for 

evaluation of teachers (24%), administrators (14%) and 

special service personnel (19%) . Other reasons provided 

generally referred to improving the teaching- learning 

prodess. These were ranked fourth as the primary reason 

for evaluation of teachers (12%), administrators (4%) 

and ^special service personnel (7%). - . 
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Staff development was also aited most ifrequently 
as the second reason for evaluation and tenure/contractual 
renewal was identif ied most frequently as the third : 
reason for evaluation • Salary was indicated most^ 
frequently as the fourth peason for evaluation* 
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Stmauary of Form A j 

Question A: What method is used? 

Teachers and Special Service Personnel 

1. Open Ended Statements 

2* Checklists and Rating .Scales 



Administrators 



t^bx 



1. Open Ended Statements 
. 2* Perfomance Objectives v 

Question B: Wh6 ^aluates? 

Teachers - primary responsibdlity - Principal ^ \ 

; secondary responsibility - Department Head ' . \^ ' 

*' and/or Assistant Principal ' ^ 

Administrators^ primary responsibility -^ Superintendent 

- secondary responsibility -^ssistant 
Superintendent 

Special Service Personnel - primary responsibility - Principal 

- secondary responsibility - 
Superintendent and all other 
\ administrators ^ ^ 

Question C: When does evaluation occur? ^ 

For non-tenured teachers ajxd non--tenured special service 

personnel r evaluation occurs on a continuous basis with 

a considerable number on a seipi-annual and annyial basis. 

For tenured teachers, tenur^ special service personnel, 

and administrators, evaluation occurs on an Annual 

• - If . . ■ • 

basis, with a cohsiderable number on a continuous basis. 



3? 



ERIC 



29 



Question D: Why does evaluation" bgcur ? 

'For ail groups: ,p 
^1. Improve' Competencies . 
- ■ 2. Staff Development' 

Tenure/Cohtract Renewal 
4s Salary 
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Form B (1-11) - • 'I - 

^ , Introductxon * ' 

■ - ■ ■ ^\ . ^ ■ • . . . • \ ■ 

, In order i;o assess the level of compliance with 

" the guidelines; each local district; through it^. chief 
administrator, was asked to indicate its status con- 
cerning the implementation of each guideline. E^ch 
district was further requested to cite its plans for . 
compliance in the event it hadi not already achieved , 
c substantial compliance. Finally, the district was 
asked to estimate its score per guideline pn a 0-100 
continuxHa and to submit evidence supporting these 
^- . statements. A copy of the reporting form can be found 
in Appendix C» • . - 

Based on the information described above, the ERDC 
was alsp requestiSd to offer its perception of each 
district's cc^mpli^nce w^^^ lii order- 

to establish objective methods of analysis ^ the ERDC §«taff 
developed a .set of appropriate criteria for each guide^ 
line. These crdteria were defined as ^^avioiral indicators 
of th^ guidelines. For example. Guideline one emphasizes" 
the cooperative determination of objectives for evaluation. 
An indicator for this guideline was criterion ^1.21 that 
teachers and administrators work together in developing 
Objectives. "District responses and submitted evidence 
were examined by the ERDC staff for such indicators. 



Tlje District was then placed in one of -four categories 
depending on tOie evidence submitted The categories 
and their defiirireions were: 01. Yes (substantial achievement" 
of guidelines), 0-2 In Progress (activities initiated 
but not substantially achieved) , 03 Proposed (activiti.es - 
planned, but not initiated) , %ad 04 No ETvidence (nb;"" 
evidence provided). The 04 category, it must be ^ 
-emphasized', was not indicative of obstruction or lethargy 
with regard to a criterion. It simply meWnt that a' 
district did not submit evidence of a particular 
criteirion. These criteria were examined, modified and 
approved by staff members of the Connecticut • State 
Department of Education. It is very important that 
these criteria, alth9ugh adequate f or ,the present analysis, 
be examined carefully and modified where appropriatje . 

Reports fro^ diistricts were examined and coded by 
ERDC staff. The section. lhat follows is a summation of 
those reports along with perceptions of guideline 
implementation gleaned by ERDC from analysis- of the reports. 
Also included' are reports of the superintendent's 
perception of guideline implementation along with, where 
Submitted/ teacher organization's perceptions. 
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The criterion analysis for each- guideline was - 
based on school system reports prepared by the , 
superintendent of schools. The teacher organization 
did not submit the completsf -activities analysis. The 
first part Of each analysis is based on ERDC scoring 
of criteria. ^Phe second part consists of discussion ^ 
and analysis of the perceptions 9f superintendent and 
teacher orgfanizations , ^ ^ 

The categories used for scoring school system 
responses to ea.ch criteria, are as follows: 

Code Pef inition ^ 

01 * >x Yes (substantial achievement of 

\^ guideline) \ 

02 \ In Progress (activities initiated l&ut ^ 

N a^ not substantially achieved) 

03 ^ B^ropoised (activities planned but not; 

y^tTiij^itiated) 

04 No Evidence (no evidence provided) 

' In tihe disci^sxoa sections> categories t)l and Will> 
at times, beVcombined to represent that portion of the 
school systems which have either initiated activities 
or substantially achieved that guideline^ 



Presentation and Diacussion of Data 

■ J— — -r— — — 

• Guideline I. Approximately 40# of the school 
systems were found to tre meeting three of the criteria 
established for this guideline. a?he one exception was 
the Slitting bf • objectives in operational terms tCriterdon 
1»12J where only 28% Were considered in progress or better. 
On all fovjr criteria, between 38%°and 41% have proposed 
activities to meet the intent of this guideline. ' Between 
17 and 23t provided no evidence of compliance with the 
same three criteria referred, to above,- while 31% prcp|j;ided 
no evidence of stating objectives in operative terms » \ 
Results of this analysis seem to indicate there is 
agreement among Connecticut districts about the importance 
of the guideline. The vast majority indicate that they 
are either in compliance or plan to b^ in a stated period 
of "time. 

minority (29%) of superintendents stated that 

their system was at the^50% level. of implementation or 

higher. Almost half (46%) felt they were in the lowest 

quarter of implementation. An interesting point is that, 

in those districts where both superintendent and teacher 

t ' ■ ■ 

organization submitted reports (N-41) , the results were 

remarkably similar. Although many districts reported- that 

activities pertinent to this guideline were underway, the 

reports indicated that both teachers and superintendents 

■% - 

believe there is much to be accomplished. 
• represents the svaa of categories 01 and 02 > 
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GUIPELINE I, Each professional shall cooperatively^ 
determirie with the evaluator (s) the objectives upon 
whicii his or her evaluation shall be based* <^ 



1 * 11 Written ob j ectiyes for the 
evaluatee ar^e developed 




N = 34 



01 '02 03 04 

31 62 V 25 =152, 



1.12 Objectives are stated in 

opera^iorial. (observable)- terms 




1.21 Teachers and aaministrators 1.22 Objectiv^ are jointly 
work together in dev6l6pin^^'^^^^^^^ { approved 
objectives. \ 

100 





N = 



01 02 03 04 

39 19 59 35 =152 
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Guideline 11. Sixty-six percent C66%) of the school 
systeras were judged tp have some degree ^ cooperative 
planning (criterion 2.11) • Only 8% were rated as not 
leaving initiateS^ or proposed cooperative planning. 
Forty-one percent (41%) *of the systems were fpund to have 
substantial approval of their program by, all reference 
groups (criterion 2.12); 32% * have some procedu^e^which 
allows for the cooperative evaluation of the evaluation 
program (criterion 2.31) . 'For each criterion between 26% 
"and 37%^ have planned activities to meet the substance • 
*of this guideline. Thirty-one percent (31%) were unable 
to demonstrate any evidence of a cooperative procedure 
to monitor the 'evaluation plan. 

Reporting districts appeaf tp be progressing toward 
achievement. Only in the Cas.e of ^^.criteribfir 2 . 31 is the 
process sibWer. Forty- two percent (42%) of' all 
superintendentsi (N=149) stated that their system fell in 

the first quarter. Sixty-three percent (63%) located ^ / 

f 

themselves in the'^first quarter. There was some similarity 

between superintendents and teachers organizations in 

.... •■ ^^'^ , 

those districts where both submitted reports (N=41) . . 

Seventy-eight percent (78%) of the teachers reports 

placed their districts in the first two quarteis while 54% 

of superintendents placed themselves in those quarters. 
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'^represents the sum of categories 01 and 02 

41 • 



These findings indicated that while both teachers 
and auperintendents Relieve that progress has hot been 
very substantial r teachers are even more emphatic in 
this regc^rd. Although progress has been slow, strong 
agreement seems to exist regarding the value of 

achieving input from all reference groups • There is no 

! ' ■ ' ■ -•" . 

similar cpnsensus for the development of procedures 

to ^obtain feedback from all groups about the evaluation 

program (criterion 2.31}, Four cr-ijieria were originally 

developed for this guideline. After an analysis of the 

"reports, it was apparent that criterion 2.21 did not 

provide any meaningful informatioii, Ther^ is concern as 

to its Appropriateness as a measure of implementation. 

Although this criterion was scored, and is graphically 

represented on 'the following page, no interpretation is 

offered. 

i' ■ I ■ - ■ • 
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SUIDELINE .II. Th© evaluation program is eooperafcively 
planned^ carried out and evaluated by all levels of 
.the staff. 



2.11 Th^re is input from 
all reference groups 



u 100 % 




2,12 There is subst,antial approval- ' 
. of program by all groups .. 



100 % 




N 



-84 16 39 12 -151 



N = 



01 02 03 04 
49 L4 54 34 =151 
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2 .21 ActiVe • roles for each 
group-are* specified 




01 02 03 04 
N = 36 17 54 ■ 44 =151 



2.31 There is a procedure to provide 
feedback from all groups con-_^ 
cerning th® evaluation program. 



100^ 
80 
60 
40 
20 




01 02 03 04 
N = 31 6 17 56 . 47 =151 
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Guiaalina III. Mmost half of the sfateme (46%) 

• • : . . ^ . 

in^i^^te^ that. they< had da^aloped clear ^tatamants of 
purpose for ths evaluation plan (oriterion 3»11),. Fev/ar 
(33%) eo.uld provide- evidenea or the v^idaepraad dteaemina- 
tion of *thie plan (criteria 3.21 and 3.22). Vary' few 
districts reported that thoy were already in complianoe 
with the criterion 3.31. ' 

With the eisception ,of criterion pertaining to 
the discussion of the evaluation purposes (3.31), very 
fev; systems reported no evidence of this guideline. For 
the first three criteria,, about 75%- of the districts were 
placed in categories .01, 02, 03* tWiil^ this guideline 
is by no means substantially achieved^ Connecticut 
systems either h^ave complied or are planning to be in 
compliance- with this guideline. 

The data here indicated that some S0% of all 
superintendents believe th%ir districts fall in the 
higher quarter ranking on this guideline. The teacher 
organisation report^ indicated that c^teachers perceive 
a lesser degree of^mplementation than superintendents. 
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K Qmmmm'lll,^ TIi© purposes- pf th© ^vaXuation program 
are alearly stat©d in writing ajad 'ar@ VfSll knmh to th© 
evaltiators ■ and those who are to be evaluated. 



3.11 fhere is a elear written 
sfeatem^nt of the purposes ° 
©f^ the evaluatioa- program ^ 



% 100% 




■ ,21 'Statement of purposes, ia 
widely .distributed to • 
©valuators . ■ . 




. 01 02 03 04 
N - 50 18 47 35 =150 



3.2^ Statement of purposes 
is widely distributed 
to those to be evalu- 
ated 



100 %^ 




01 02 03 04 
N = 50 17 47 35 =149 



3 . 31 Statement of purposes is 

eKplained and discussed with 
• and by all reference groups 



100 




01 02 03 04 
N = 28 ys 48 55 =150 
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Guideline IV A Fifty-f our percent (54%) of the ' 
school systems shovreo. some sigh of defining the general 
responsihilities of each professional position (criterion 
4«11) . Only 9% have not \nitiated nor planned any 
act^ivities in this area4i 

In comparison r JOi^^f the\programs were deemed 
tt) have initiated work in^ the ar^ of developing specific 
tasks for each position Ccritxrion\^.21) . Likewise, only 
33% appeared to use general resp^sib3>^ities and. specific 
tasks as the frame of reference for ^alti^ation (criterion 
4.3) . 

(Substantial numbers (36-^48%) of the sys4^ei?is have 
proposed activities to meet this guideline. 

Only 31% of the superintendents scored their ^stem 
. at the 50% or higher level of implementation. Teacher^ 
organizations and their respective superintendents rated 
Implementation at somewhat similar levels. There 
. appears to\>e a Substantial gap between this guideline 
and present practice. However, as noted above, there • 
has been a good deal of planning, on the part of school 
systems, to comply with thi^ guideline. 
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* represents the sum of categories 01 and 02 
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GOIDEiXNE IV. The general responsibiXities ana Specific 
tasks of the teacher's position shouXd be comprehensively 
defined and this definition should serve* as the frame of 
reference for evaluation. 



4.11 Genera), responsibilities 
of each professional 
position are defined, in 
writing 

100- 




4.21 Tasks for each individual 
are specified • 
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N = 14 31 72 34 =151 



4.3 Above procedures s4rve ^s 
a reference for evaluations 
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Guideline V, Fifty-one percent (Sl%)* of the school 
systems ware judged to have clearly established ihe 
accountability relationship (criterion 5 ,,2) . Only 41% * 
of the programs were able to. provide some evidence of 
holding the i&valuator responsible to the evaluatee 
(criterion 5,1) ♦ However^ an additional 28% have 
indica.ted that plans exist to better define the 
accountability relationship. Sixty- two, percent (62%)* 
of the systems wer§ judged to have some level of clearly 
stated evaluation procedures (criterion 5.3) . Only 10% 
supplied no evidence of any activity or plans in this 
area* 

Forty- three percent of the superintendents' rated 
their district's implementation level as 50% or higher. 
Thirty-three percent of the teacher reports rated their . 
districts 50% or higfxer. The teachers and administrators 
seem to agree with the ERDC perception 'of considerably 
progress toward the achievement "of this objective. The 
exce^Dtion is criterion 5.1 where^28% demonstrate no 
evidence. 



* represents the sum of categories 01 and 02 



GUIDELINE V, The accountability relationship of each 
positioij" shbuid he,plearly deterrtiined . Ihe teacher should 
know and understand the means by which he or she will be 
evaluated in relation to that position. 
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S.l The evaXuation process 
clearly states the 
responsibility of the 
etraluatpr to the eval- 
uatee 



100% 




S.2 The evaluation process clearly 
states to whom and for whom ^ 
* each person is responsible in 
the evaluation process ^ 



100 % 




01' 02 Ol .04 
N = 40 .37 43 31 =151 
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5.3 The evaluation process 
clearly states how 
(method s /pr oc edur e s ) the 
evaluation is to be 
carried out 
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" Guideline" i^I. Fifty-one percent (51%)* of the 
systems were considered more diagnostic than'^^^j^gmental 
(criterion 6.1), while 43% %jrere considered to be^ 
prescriptive (criterion 6.2) . An additional 35^1^% "^have 
. planned to meet this guideline. Between 14 and 18% 
provided no evidence of acftivity. ^ 

A minority (32%) of the superintendents scored their 
implementation level as 50% or higher. There was an 
even smaller percentage (22%) of the teacher organizations 
that ""felt implementation was at that level. Superintendents 
and teacher organisations from the same school system 
were, tor the most part, in agreement that much has yet 
to be done. It should be noted that Very few districts 
expressed familiarity with diagnostic evaluation instruments 
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* represents the sum of categories 01 and 02 



GUIDELINE VI. Evaluations ^re more diagnostic than 
judgmental. The process should help analyze the 
teaching and learning to plan how to improve. 



6 . 1 Evaluation ^procefdures 
utilized deal with 
identification of 
strengths^ and weaknesses 
of the teaching-learning 
process ^ 



6.2 Outcomes of the evaluation 
process is a plan or pre- 
scription for improving the 
teaching-learning process 
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■ Guideline VII • Fifty-ss^an parcant ■(57%f ©f th© 
programs were cona.idarad "fc© ba moving, towards ©r . 
/ already in compliance wifch thie giaidelin©. Another' 

••26% have proposed activities aimed at compliance. 
«- Many systems stated complianco. but jcfere unable to 
^ , provide tangible evidence. . . • " . 

. A largev minority (48%) of the superintendents felt' 
that their systems V7ere at the 50% or higher level of 
implementation. There was considerable agreement betvjeen 
the teacher organisation reports and their respective 
superintendents reports • 

■ ^ I - <3 * 



* represents* the sum of categories 01 and 02 



. ERJC 



S3 



1 



E^al^ati©n eSioiald take into 



aaao^nfe 

ae Mafeorial 



7.1 Tim alraluation process takes 
into eonaidaration the level 
.of support resources and other 
irifluences affecting the 
achievasaent of objectives 
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GuidQliiia VIII, Fifty^^nine peraent (59%f ^ all • 
die triate provide prof ssaiona4 staff with an opportunity 



"to Gonduat a aelf^-evaluation (criterion 8.1)^ whil© 32%* 
.are at least progressing toward including self«avaluatiox> 
reports^ as part ©f the total . evaliaation program (o^ritarion j; 
8.2).' Another 32% demons tr ate no evidence of progress 
on this criterion (8.2) • It should be not^d that Many 
systems reported that teachers have a4i bpportunity to- - 
respond to the supervisor's evaluation? th^^ires^nae 
was ,not scored aa an 01 or 02L 

Seventy-six percent (76%) of all teacher reports 
placed their districts at leas than the 50% compliance 
level with this guideline. Fifty-six percent (56%) of 
the superintendents placed their districts at less ^ 
than 50% compliance. 



* represents the sum of categories 01 and 02 
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GUIDELINE VIII. Self -evaluation is an essential aspect 
of the program. Teachers are given the opportunity to 
evaluate themselves in positive and constructive v/ays. 



/ 

►1 Opportunities are provided 
to each professional staff 
member to conduct a self- 
evaluation 



8.2 Individuals are given the 
opportunity to include 
self-evaluation reports as 
part" of the total 'ev.aluatioi) 
report 
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Guideline IX> . sixty ^one percent (61%)* of the 
systems were found to focus on- strengths as well as 
weaknesses (criterion 9,1) while only 17% were found 
to have some v/ritten statement relating to this guide- 
line (criterion 9,2) • An addit?.onal 25-30% , have planned 
to improve their program in Tceeping with this guideline. 
As in Guideline VII, many of the systems stated compliance 
but were unable to provide tangible evidenc'e or list 
activities. 

^ Almost half (47%) of the superintendents rated their* 
systems at the 50% level of implementation or higher. 
Teacher drganizatdons gave a somewhat lower rating to 
the present level of implementation than did their P 
respective sxiperintendents .* 



* represents the sum of categories 01 and 02 
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I ■ 

GUIDELINE IX. The self «-im§ige and .self-respect of teachers 
should /be maintained and enhanced. Positive self -concepts 
can be \ fostered by an effective evaluation plan. 



9.1 The evaluation plan focuses 
on strengths ofi professional 
staff memjDers, not just 
weaknesses 



9.2 There is a clear statement of 
responsibility for maintaining 
and enhancing the self-image 
and self-respect-of all pro- 
fessional staff throughout the 
evaluation process 
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Guideline X. Sixty-one percent (61%)* of the systems 
were judged to have some provision for teacher creativity 
and experimentation (criterion 10,2) . Qnly 22%* 
provided some written statement which encouraged the 
same (criterion 10,1).. An additional 27-35% have | 
proposed activities aimed at compliance with this guideline • 

Sixty-seven percent (67%) of the teacher reports 
placed their districts at less than 50% compliance while 
59% of all superintendents place their districts at or 
below 50% compliance. It is difficult to judge the ' 
implementation of this guideline because creativity in 
the classroom is generally agreed upon as being desirable. 



^ 




* represents the sum of categories ^01 and 02 



GUIDELINE X. The naturre of the evaluations is such that 
it encourages teacher creativity and experifnentation in 
planning and guiding the teacher- learning experience 
provided children. - • ^ 



0.1 The evaluation program 

clearly states encourage-, 
ment of teacher creativi-fey 
and experimentation in 
planning and guiding the' 
teaching-learning exper- 
ience provided children 



r 



10.2 The evaluation program njakQS 

.provision for teacher creati,vity 
and experimentation in planning 
and guiding the teaching- . <> 
learning experience provided 
children " 



100 1 




100% 



8 0 



60 



40 



20 



32 



N = 18 15 50 



llllil 

01 02 03 04 
N 1= 49 44 41 18 =152 



\ 



63 



I 

M 
(!) 
MA 
Q> U 

O Q) 

O-H 
D ^1 



4J 

x; 
+> 

o 

CO 
CO 

CO 

c: 

0 
-H 

(d 

rH 

> 

0) 
0) 

tH 
O 

0) 

0 

(d 



CD 

n • 

C: rH 

c: o 
o 

(d 

4J -H 



> 
o 

04 



e 

•H 
U 
Q) 0) 

•a 
cd 04 

4J 



o (d 



X 

w 

H 

pa 

H 

a 

































O 








dp 






o 




G\ 




m 


dP 




rH 




CM 






O 














CM 




\£> 




St* 




















00 






















dp 




dp ■ 


dp 




in 










m 








rH 






rH 




1 












en 


rH 




<NI 






in 




in 




CM 




























dip 




dP 


dP 


n3 - 


O 




C\ 




o 




c: 


in 




rq 










1 














vo 




CO 




CM 


O 




CM 








rH 


rH 














«^ 








dP 




dP- 


dp 


4J 


dip 








O 


rH 


1M 


in 




CM 








1-4 


CM 














1 




O 




CM 






O 








rH 


rH 









O 






-H 






+J 






(d 






4J 






c: 






Q) 






6 






Q) 






rH 












6 






H 




or 






04 


O 




Re 


0) 






0) 




10 






4J 


tJi 






Q) 






Q 






*M 




.<D rH 


O 




-p II 


c: 




-H ^ 


o 




U 








-p 
















03 


o 






u 




H 


0) 




rH 










•H 



O 

J3 rd^ 

N 
H 

(d 

M 
01 O 

0 0} 
-P M 
0} Q> 

W O 

(d 

rH 0) 

O B 

o 

o c: 

C/3 (d 



4J 

Q) 

rO ^ 
CS O 
(!) ^ 

-P II 
C ^ 

■H ^ 
M 
<D 

0 

0!) 



CO 

(!) 0\ 
XI CO 
O II 
(d S 
0) 
EH 



ERIC 



t 

Guideline XI , Seventy-six percent (76%)* of the 
programs were rated as having provisions for clear 
and personalized feedback (criteria 11.1 and 11 ,2) • 
An additional 16-18% have plans to implement the same. 
Sixty-one percent (61%)* of the systems were r^ted 
as having evidence of some level of constructive feed- 
back (criterion 11.3) with another 25% in the planning 
stages. This guideline appears to have the highest 
level of compliance. 

The majority of superintendents (54%) ranked their 
' systems at the 50% level of implementation or higher. 
Likewise, teacher organizations considered this guideline 
to have the highest level of implementation, although 
their ratings were not as higl^ as that of their 
tespective superintendents. 




* represents the siam of bategories 01, and 02 



V PK ..f 



GUIDELINE XI. The program makes ample provisiori for clear, 
personalized, constructive feedback. • 



11 •! A procedure (conference 
or written report) for 
review of the evaluation 
is provided 



■ ^ ■ \ 

11.2 Feedback is given on an 
individual basis 



10^% 




100% 



01 02 03 , ,04 
N= 96, 29 25 11 + 152 




01 '02 03 -04 
N ^ 95 20 27 10 = 15 



11,3 Feedback is based on diagnosis 
. .of the teaching' learning pr6- 
cess and includes positive, . 
suggestions for improveii\gnt 
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Form • " . ■ 

Introduction . /" ■ 

The ptirpoaa of Form B«12 wa% to gather information 
rega^rding those aativitie© wHich were helpful and not 
helpful relevant to planning for or implementation of 
the evaluation guidelinaeo Because of the diversity of 
responses to this section it was determined that a sampling 
of responses would provide a perspective and the .general 
nature of responses v;ith6ut providing an excessively 
lengthy list of items. * 

Approximately twenty jJercent of the reports from 
local school districts were include^ in the sample. These 
reports v/ere selected from a series of reports ranging 
from school systems with plans in the proposal stjage of 
development, to those with fully implemented programs which 
are basically in agreement with the guidelines. 

^ Presentation of Data 

The large majority of reports sampled for this question 
• responded only in terms of helpful activities. In some 
instances specific mention was made that no aativlties had , 
yet. been identified as .not helpful. There apparently was 
confusion about- the definition of activities. Many items 
listed are favorable or unfavorable aspects rather than 
activities. 

Helpful Activities 

0 

. positive staff attitudes toward evaluation . 
. smallness of our group 



( ■ 

prQ-^appraisal gonferenoo in which mutoal goalsJ 
"ara agreed upoia 

formation of a ropreseatative Svalxaation Study 
Committee ' ' • ' . . 

• ■ * * 

attendance by some members of the Evaluation 

Study Committee at training se^siona conducted ^ 
by HESCUE and School Management Institute, 
during 1973 • 

review outelde resource's and plans including 
Oregon, Calif. ^ and the Redfernj Plan 

discussing and objectively looking at the 
present evaluation procedure 

discussing perspectives toward evaluation 

reviewing other school systems procedures of 
evaluation , 

involvement of teachers in establishing guidelines 
for our program * ^ 



teacher conferences 



teacher ^s right to submit' self --evaluation^ complete 
participation of teachers in designing systems 
philosophy : (j 

our discussing with teacher representatives who 
helped formulate our procedures 

cooperative development of existing teacher 
evaluation instrument; the required evaluation 
conferences betv/een an administrator (the prime 
evaluator) and each teacher 

formulation of the Steering Committee 

use of mutually agreed upon evaluation technique ^ 

input ^obtained from members of the teaching staffs 
administrators and central^f f ice personnel 

committee meetings with personnel representing the 
various units ^ 



6i 



^ the whole process of a cooperative .effort in' 
the development of our evaluation programs 

o a planned schedule of pilot program/evaluation 
phases for implementation of the program. 

.yaBsistanjCJe of e2^ternal consultant services 
during pilot phases to provide specialised training ^ 
evaluation and. follow-^up services 
— V 

o a planned time schedule for --jRhasing tenure staff 
ilito the program 7j - . . 

. the selection of an In«House Consultant to serve 
in the program ' 

• the joint committee reviewing the evaluation program ' 

e equal input from teachers and atoinistrators 

. the annual review for improving the process^ 
encouraging feedback 

o the committee for the development of the evaluation 
program* • •the cooperative effort is producing an 
atmosphere of mutual trust 

• cooperative planning"" 
o teacher conferences 

fining v/orkshops 




. involving the entire staff in the planning as well as 
the implementation of the evaluation program ^ 



cHiaintaining a ^positive and constructive attitude 
in the evaluation process 

committee meetings with personnel representing the 
various units 



* Activities Mot Helpful 

e workshops conducted by our own staffs su6h work- 
shops, must be led by a person from outside tlfie district 

o overlapping in some of the guidelines 

o process of negotiation that specifies responsibilities 



need more time for implementation of the system 

membership of the standing jpint' coratiittee should 
be kept at a representative iSut minimvim nlunber 
of persons 



Discussion » 

Based upon a sampling of reports ^ the folloxfing 

items should be noted: 

1. The majority of reports surveyed cited 

signif ic^tly more helpful than non--helpful 
activities? many reports had no activities 
listed under the non-^helpful category and 
several reports had no activities listed 
under either category. 

» ■ 

2* Some forirt bf committee operatio^^ appears in 
* the majority of reports listing helpful 
activities. ^ 

3. Many of the reports described the cooperative 
aspect of the process or representation ^irom 
all groups as a helj^ul activity. 



Form C : 

c , * , 

Introduction 

• . ^ ' . 
. Form ^ refers to the four Guiding Principles 

' ^ ' , . ^ . ■ ' ' / 

established for Teacher Evaluation'^* Respondents were 

" . ■/ \ ' • 

^ asked to, indicate^ the extent to which the existing 

program is in compliance or the proposed plan will be in 

compiiance with the guidelines. . ... 

Responses to this form were sampled to determine 

the trend of replies regarding eaqh of the guidelines. 

Results obtained from the survey are reported in th'e 

following tables. , ^ ^ r . 

Disc ussion ^ 
1. Th^ large majority of respondents indicated 
compliance with Guiding Principle I; only 13 
of the towns reported they had not yet fully 
complied with this guideline and of that 
percerttage, only three percent (one town) did 
not specify proposed compliance. 
2o Sixty-- seveh percent of the town reports surveyed 
showed compliance vrith Guiding Principle II and 
an'^^itional 20% of the towns indicated 
progresis was being made with respect to this 

y 

t 

Guideline, 



I 



7« 



Apparent confusion with regarfl to inter-- 
pr^tation of Guiding Principle III exists, 
with some of the towns sampled referring to 
the five year time fram^ (requirement for 
guidelines implementa^JpOn) and others making 
reference to an internal time frame (time 
allotment ii^ithin the day-to-day time lin^ 
of a local educational agency) . 
The majority of respondents surveyed indicated 
that ample time was provided; this includes 
both interpretations of the guideline while 
20% of the reports stated that more 'time was 
needed^ Thirteen percent responded^ that the 
full five years would be needed to implement 
the ^guidelines • 

Guiding Principle IV, approximately three- « 
fourths of the towns surveyed indicated that 
financial support would be of assistance or 
would definitely be needed for full implementation 
of the guidelines • Approximately one-fourth of 
the towns surveyed ^stated that an adequate 
support system was established. 
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Introductipn 

U Form D asked respondents to comment on the 

A., 

needs they could foresee by way o£ assistance from 
outside sources > The following repre^sents the 
major categories of assistance requested, with some ' 
supporting reasons and the frequency with which each 
was indicated. 



Financial/ 

>^ -for workshops r 

* -to release staff (for planning , workshop^, etcO 
-for '^pilot" operati^s ^ * 

-for research and development 

-to support additional staff required for implementation 
-to support visitations to other schools, sites, etc. 
-to implement the plan;- to coordinate the program 
-for clerical support ; 
^ -f or resource people, consultants, inservice training / 
-f or evaluation of the evaluation program 

Consultants (source most frequently specified was 
the State Department of Education) 

-to work directly with local school distri<:ts 
--to critique evaluation work of the local districts 
-on writing goals and objectives for the coiranunity, 
schools' 

-skilled in performance evaluation 

-regarding procedures and resources needed 

-to assist with interpretation of feedback / 

-in the area of professionalism among the staff and 

acceptance of evaluation 
-to provide leadership . 
-to provide advice w 
-to assist with implementation of the plan 
-to help local districts keep up with new divelopments 
"-on procedures, M^B.O., services and goals, objectives 
-to provide evaluation skills development to staff 
-to help evaluation plans 



Training or Workshops » 

-local in-'servioe, regional, statewide 

-^in development of objectives 

-in assessment methods and materials 

-to learSv evaluation processes - 

-to implement goals-oriented evaluation 

-regional meetings to discuss problems 

-human relations training 

-training in supervision techniques 

-techniques : analysis , self -appraisal , observation 

and conference; modern techniques ^ 
-MBO, performance 'objectives, acco\g^tability 
-to prepare for new evaluation process 
-demonstration centers, model programs 
-mini-courses 
^ -for coordination with State Department 

Information 

-feedback ^rom State Department (state view) 
-model programs; professional literature - 
' -central information source (s) 
-•materials • * 

-speakers 

-information pooL or clearinghouse (what's going 

on in other towns) 
-sample plans 

--research and support information 

Guidelines 

-clarification 
-criteria 

-minimal acqeptable standards 

Other ■ 

-meaningful support to State Board of Education 
-provide sample (s) for Forms A and B 
-appraisal from outside 

-legal assistance; legality of instrument 
-clear communication to local boards as 'to 
exactly what is planned 

None 



Not Yet Determined 



Discus si^on 



1 



Financial support was the most frequent request 
of school systems. Dollars would be needed for training 
present staff, hiring new staff and/or consultant 
services. The request for financial assistance appears 
to be related to the need for training, woffesiiops and 
consulting provided or recoinmended by -the CSDE. 



/ 
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OBSERVATIONS 

A number of general observations regarding the 

implementation of the guidelines have been drawn from the 

analysis of the data. These observations stem from a review 

of the individual sections of each report , as well as summary 

information regarding activities, status, and progress for 

the entire state. ^ ^ . 

1. There is an extremely wide range among school 
system^ with regard to: 

. . 1.1 The interpretation of the guidelines. 

1.11 In some instances definite mis-, 
' interpretation of the guidelines 
has occurred. 

^ • ■ ' 

1.2 The extent , to which guidelines have been 
^ implemented . , 

1. 3 * The methods being used to implement the 
guidelines. 

1.4 The amount and type of assistance requested 
to* implement the guidelines. 

1^41 An emphasis was placed on the need 
for financial assistance. 

1.42 There appears to be a relationship ^ 
between amount and type of assistance 
requested and the size and existing 
resources of the district. 

1.5 The level of knowledge and understanding of 

the evaluation process exhibited in the^ reports. 

1.6 The level of knowledge arid understanding of 
the planning process exhibited in the repor.t^. 



^ . \ . 

Improvemenfi'^jf instruction is 'the stated. purpose 
of eva^luation^. in most school systems* 

A majority -of the school systems report that 
activities for implementing the guidelines are 
planned or in process* , • 

3*1 gp^cific plans^or timelines for the 
impiementatlon were missing from the 
reports of most school systems reporting ^ 
activities in those categories* ^ ' 

3.2 Most reports .did not include five-^y^ar . ' 
sequential plans. 

A' small number of school systems have made significant 
progress in implementing the guidelines. ^ 

4.1 These school systems appear to be those" 
where a committment to the development 
of an evaluation plan preceded the state 
mandalfe (P. A. 74-278) and the guidelines. \ 

4.2 These school systems tend to be those v/ith 
a. higher level, of resources available. 

A majority of the^chool systems report a cooperative 
effort of teachers and administrators in the presjent ^ 
or proposed^" activities. 

Separate reports prepared by teacher organizations 

were received from only fifty-^two teacher organizations. 



recommendations' ' 

"> ■ * 

.... . * 4 

These reQoxranendations are based upon ^ a review 'of the 
rindings. and observations. They f all« \r/ithin tv/o broad categories: 
1) those intended to^dmpro^e the process involved -in implementing 
PoA. 74=278 on a statewide basi^, and 2) those intended to 
improve, a&sistance to local school systems in th^ development ^ 
and implementation of the, best possible teacher evaluation pra^io ^ 

More specifically, recommendations for the process deal 

with review of" the guidelines, development of criteria/^ 

Reporting procedures/ analysis of ^ata, and improving 

communication. Fouj^ broad recoiraneridation^ ^re mad^ regarding 

assistance to individual schoor sysfeems.. , 

l.G Improving the process.^? statevjide. 

- • ' . . < ' ' ^• 
1»1 That guidelines and guiding principles be 
reviev/ed to determine if refinement or 
modification is desirable. . ' 



1.2 That criteria be developed f^r each ' ^ 
' guideline; review by the Advisory' 

Committee and the CSDE; apffroved by 
^ the CSBE? and disseminated to local 

school systems. ' , ^ * ^ 

1.3 That the Progress Report Forms be reviewed 
and revised. , 

1.3.1 That a separate Progress Report 
be<»required for teachers, 
administrators, and special service 

personnel. , ' . ^ 

^ * * ) 

1.3.2 That teacher organizations be ' fc 
requested to use the sam6 Progress 
Repdrt or a, standard' form developed 
and approved by the. CSDBo - ' 
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1.3.3 That Progress Reports incorporate - 
evidence of sound planning, long^ ^ 
range (5 years) plan, and a timeline. - 

1.3.4 ^hat Progress Reports include specific I 
evidence or samples v;here appropriate,, 

1.4 . That more time be provided to school systems to 
complete Pr(igress Reports. 

1.4ol TJiat Guidelines, Criteria, and Progress 
, Report forms be disseminated to school- 
^ sys,tems . no later than the opening- of 
school in September. 

That the analpjsis of the data be strengthened^ ^ 
through the use of additional variables. , <r(e .'g; , 
size of system*, expenditure per pupil, geographic 
location) and the utilisation of a computer. - 



1.5 

/ 



lo6 That communication channels betv/een the CSDE 
^ and school systems be strengthened. 

'1.6.1 That the CSDE inform school systems- 
as to their timeline and long^-range 
plans fo^implementing P. A. 74-»278. 

1.6.2 That schqol systems- be provided feed- 
back that iirill be helpful to them in - 
planning and implementing a continuous 
evaluation process. 

1,7 That reportifii^ requirements and procedures be , 
clarified for regional -school districts and 
other educational agencies. ^ ' 

2o0 Assistance to individual sqhobl systems 



2.2 



That the emphasis ba placed on having local 
schooT^sy stems develop ^valuation plans primarily 
from Within as an internal prof essional sjtaf f 
effort \mth extearnal assistance whe^^ appropriate, 
rather than rely heavily on out s icfe * experts or 
the purchase of a "package" solutiono 

That the CSDE recogni^se the wide range in^ ci|^ility 
and ^ resources of school systems and provide 
assistance accordingly. " * 
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2.3 That school sy^^erasi requesting state funds 
be required to submit a specific proposal 
indicating internal as well as e^iternal 
efforts and a long-grange plan (or hov; it 

will be developed) and the external assistance 
to be utili:sed» 

ft 

2.4 That a consortium" be developed to provide 
technical assistance and support to local 
school systems • ^ 

2.4.1 That the consorti\am be coordinated 

- by )the CSDE or a designated organisation 
responsible to them. 

" * < ji • ' 

2.4.2 This consortium might include Connecticut 

colleges and. universities/^ regional 
/ ' ^ service centers, and nat^d©nal organizations 

vjhere appropriate ^ e;g>> University 
^ Council for Educational Administration 
' (UCEA) . • ' ^ ' \ 
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THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER 

School Of Education 
The University t>f Connecticut 
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STUDY TEAM . ; 

Janice Baker . » 
William Lopes 
Theodore Sergi^ 

Herbert H. Sheathelm, Director 



CONSULTANTS TO THE TfeAM 

John W. Rrubacher^r University of Connecticut 
Edward F. Iwanicki, University of Connecticut 
Mdrk R. Shibles, University of Connecticut 
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Appendix A 
PtJBLIC ACT NO. 74-278 

AN ACT^ONCERNING TEACHER EVALUATION - * 

Section 1. The superintendent of each school district 
shall ^ in accordance v/ith guidelines established by the state * 
bpard of education for the development of evaluation programs 
and'^such other guidelines as may be established by mutual 
agreement between the town or regional board of education and- 
the teachers" representative chosen pursuant to section 10-153b 
of the general statutes, continuously evaluate or cause to be 
e^^aluated each teacher. The superintendent shall report the 
status of such evaluations to the tov/n or regional board of 
'education on or before June first of each year. For purposes 
of this section^ the tenri "teacher" shall include each employee 
of a board of education, below thQ rank of superintendent, 
v/ho holds a^ certificate or permit Issued by the state board of 
education. • ' 



Section 2. On or before January 1, 1975, each town or 
regional school district shall submit, in writing, to the 
state board of education a report on existing evaluation 
procedures and plans for implementing the guidelines established 
by the state board of education for development of local 
evaluation programs. t 



Section 1^. Section 1 of number 73-456 of the- public acts 
of 1973 is repealed. . . 

Section 4. The sum- of thirty thousand dollars is appropriated 
to the department of education, which appropriation shall be 
from the sum appropriated to the finance advisory committee 
under section 1 of number 74-31 of the special acts of the 
current session for the reserve for legislation affecting 
agency budgets a^d shall be administered by said department. 
Said, sum shall be| used for the development, planning, research 
and evaluation the guidelines and progrctms required by this 
act and for assistance to town and regional boa;rds of education 
including orientation and in-service workshops in implementing 
such guidelines and' programs. 

Section 5. This act shall take effect July 1, 1974. 
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Appendibc B 

CGWKECnCUT STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
Hartford 



Guidolin^s fo r Teacher KvaluatioH 

The follo^dng gulderinos have been established by the State Board of 
Education to serve as a fra^neuork iril thin which each school district can 
nov develop or adapt its program of evaluation of professional staff. 
IJhile they have theTbrce of laaf behind them, these guidelines have been 
developed a ineans of improving the learning experiences of students. 
It is belifeved that the approaches to staff evaluation laid dovm in these 
guidelines \pave the xiay to positive approaches that can be characterized 
by such tei|iis as imituality, planning, tinis't, ajid self -evaluation. 

These guid^ines x^ej^e developed as the result of the Xforlc of the Advisory 
Committee ^Teacher Evaluation appointed by the State Board of Education 
to make recomlaendatiins for the Teacher Evaluation Act PA 7U-278 enacted 
by the General Assembly. The guidelines embody the viex«7points of a broad 
spectrum of educational interests « not only those of the Advisory Committee 
itself, but indirectly many others, including legislators, educators,- and 
the lay commanity« 

^ ' " V/ , ■ - • ' ' 

^^' ^idiiig Principles 

A school environment in x^hich a teacher may most fully develop the art 
apd science of teaching is essential. These guidelines are prepared in 
mi effort to help create such an environment in every school system in 
Connecticut. 

I. The primary purpose of teacher evaluation is 
the improvement of the student learning 
experience . 

Teacher evaluation should be a continuing process through x^ich the 
professional performance of a teacher is enhanced o Performance should 
be evaluated in terms of the degree to which activities have met 
cooperatively predetermined p.oals and objectives appropriate to the 
individual's professional role in the context of the specific educational 
enviroament. ' ^ ^ T . 

ilo The local school district establishes its oxm 

'educational f; ^!^. Such noals I'orm the bflsis ^ 
gf the tcachnr cvaluntion prc^Trnm * 

* <•. ' , 

'"The goals of an edxicational system may be described/ as those ultimate 
general behaviors ^^xpected of most studentso As i5uch, in at least a 
broad sense they describe and define for the ins^tiiictional and special 
service as xjell as administrative staffs the targets toiirard which their 
efforts should bo directed. Svich goals should bo established at the 
local level so that a teacher may set jnn/it>.t'n[;rul objectives upon which 
to be evaluatedo Based on such goals;, objectives vail be dcvelo^d by 



^2 - 

the various units of the school system and i-dll form the basis of the 
teacher evaluation program, V/ithin those \inits, .the teacher (as defined • 
in the statutes) must recognize how he contributes toward reaching those 
goals. Thus, just as the school system develops goals toward which it 
works, 50 too the units within the system and ultimately the teacher 
recognize hov; related objectives at their rejspective levels contribute 
to the realization of the broader goals. The Connecticut State Depai-tment 
of Education has conducted a study among various interested groups to 
develop goals aimed at bringing changes in student behavioro-JJ- A set of 
six major goals for education have been developed: 

lo Each student learns to conmurdcate effectively. 

2a Each student accepts learning as a lifelong continuing 

process of self -development. 
3. Each student develops the skills, knowledge, and 

values necessary for responsible citizenship. 
U» Each student increases his ability to understand 

himself and to f'J.nction in his environment. 
5. Each student acquires habits anci attitudes which ^ 

have proven of value for healtii and family lifeo. 
6« Each student applies his accmnulated knowledge ana 

skills to pre^sent day living. 

The goals have been accepted as workixig goals by the State Board of 
Education to sei-ye as ^criteria for/the programs of the Department. They 
are presented here to asrist local school systems in the development of 
the^r .oTOo goals. 

III. Ample time is provided for this goal-oriented 
^ approach to teacher evaluation*. 

At least five, years should be allowed for the development, design, field- 
testing and review of the' evaluation, with progress reports from the 
school districts, made annually to the "^tate Board of Education « ^ 

IV 0 A f iscal support system is established for the 
purpose of asfeirtinr; scho ol aistricts to^ prepare 
for and conduct evaluaT.ions ./ 



At the local level, planning-; and implomont.ing an evaluation program require 
time and persomel. Conditions in each local district vary^ and each 
district vjlll have to asse-^s its status in this regard. Funds vri.ll be needed 
'for such a propirari^ not only for implementation purpoGos, but a!) so for the 
purpose?; *of inr^orvicc? training. The State Dcprrtrricnt of Alucation has a 



•^Based on "Connccticirf. Citizens Ref.-pon^o to julucational Goals" (1971- 
1972) 



responsibility for helping with broadly recognized needs in the upgrading 
and advancing of - competencies in personnel evaluation* This in turn 
requires funding provisions at the state level. 



Guidelines For the Development of an Evaluation Plan 

The entire procedure should be viewed as a cooperative undertaking of 
professionals who are striving to improve the learning experience of a 
specific group of students. 

lo Each professional shall cooperatively determine 
vjith the evaluator(s) tt^e objectives upon x^rhich 
his or her evaluation shall be based. 

II. The evaluation program is cooperatively planned, 
carried put and evaluated by all levels of the 
staff. ( 

* 

III. The puiposes of the ^evaluation program are clearly 
stated in witing and a-pe well known to the 
evaluators and ^those ^o*are to be evaluated. 

IV. The general responsibilities an^ specific tasks of 
the teacher's position shouid be comprehensively 
defined and this definition should serve as the frame 
of reference for evaluation. 

' \^ 

V. The accountability relationship of ea^ position 
should be clearly determined. The teacher should 
know and understand the means by which he pr she 
T^ll be evaluated in relation to that position. 

VI. Evaluations are more diagnostic than judgmental. 
^ The process should help analyze the teaching and 
learning to plan how to improve. 

VII. Evaluation should take into account influences on 
the learning environment such as material and 
professional resources. 

VIII. Self-c^valuation is an essential aspect of the 

program. Teachers are given the opportunity bo 
evaluate thomcolves in positive op^^nstructive 
ways. ( 

IX. The self -image and self-respect of teachers should 
bo* miintainod -and enhanced^. Positive nclf "^concepts 
can be fostered by an-cfrcctive evaluation piano 



X. Tho natura 9f tho evaluations ^xich that it encourages 
teacher creativity and experimentation in planning and 
guiding the teacher-learning experience*? provided children. 

H. The program makes ample provision for clear;, perv^onalized, 
constructive feedback. 

A procrregs aFs.e?5?nent shall be ' the responftibility of the State 
Department of Mucatlon : 



1. The Department inventories each school district as to 
(1) status and (2) plans for development of teacher 
evaluation program. Program^ are reviewed in terms of* 
the extent to which they are 'meeting the guidelines. 

2o The Department comrAinicater to each superintendent the 
results of its rev:fefew, its understanding of the timetable 
proposed in the school district's plans, and any 
recommendations for adjustment to such plans. 

3o Each Superintendent receiving recommendations for * - 

adjustments to plans acknox^ledges such recommendations 
and agrees to incorporate puch recormnendations into a 
revised plan, ilny ??uperi^tendent \^ho does not agree 
with the .recommendations requests a meeting vdth the 
Department for the purpose of clarifying and setting 
^ forth an alternate plan ta^lly implement an effective 
evaJ.uation program within a reasonable period ^ of time. 




Appendix G 

Connecticut Stat© Deparbaent of Education 
Hartford 



October 22, 197k 



Series: 



Circular Letters 

■^To: Superintendents of Schools 

From: Jlark R. Shedd 

Comndssioner of Education 



Public Act No. 7k-27Qx AN ACT CONCERNING TEACHER E7ALUATI0f requires 
that on or before January 1, 1975 each tovm or regional school district 
shall stubinit in wyiting to the State Board of iSducation a r sport on 
exiFtting procedures and plans to iir5)leinent the guidelines established by 
the State Qoard of ikhication for the development of local taacher 
evaluation programs . 

In addition, the law specines that "other guidelines^ may ba established 
by mutual agreement between the town or regional board of education and 
the teacher's representative chosen pursuant to ''section 10-l53b of the 
general statute?." ^ ^ 

The enclosed format for the report has b^en cooperatively developed by 
the Advisory Committee on Teacher Valuation. Its members represent a 
broad spectrum of the education community and idU Qontinue to assist in 
monitoring the program. 

The^ucational Resources and Development Center at the University of 
Cotmecttcut has been selected to woiic with the State Department of Education 
st^ff . Lobal plans will be reviewed in terms of the extent to Tidiich they 
meet the Teacher iihraluation Guidelines. 

The information submitted will form the basis fSr reactions to individual 
school districts on their reported progress in meeting the mandate. A 
report will be prepared to the State Board of Education on the status of 
teacher evaluation in Connecticut and recoimn^dations for future 
ijT5)lementation . . 

The report is to be made by returning a con^jleted form together xd.th other- 
appropriate materials to: ' 
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Appendix C 



casmECTiajT state departmeht of education 

Progress Report to State Board of ilducation 

by 

^School District o 
Due January 1, 1975 • 

1« Pl^asQ submit x^th this form one copy of any statement of policy, 
evaluation forms, or documents related to your existing operational 
evaluation program for certified staff (teachers, administrators, 
and special service persormel)*, , 

2. Please complete the attached form Xa) on the status of your present 
evaluation program. 

3* Please submit with this form one ccpy of any statement of policy, 
evaluation forms, or documents relating to ttie development of 
any future evaluation plan for certified staff (teachers, administra- 
tor vS, and special service personnel)*, » 

li. Each g-chool district must be in compliance ^Ath -Hie guidelines 
established by the State Boa^xl of Education in implementing its 
program of teacher evaluation. These'. guidelines consist of four 
^ 'guiding principlep^L ani^ 'eleveh "guidelines." Please indicate 
on the. attached form-(B]|. those things your school dlstidct is now 
doing o:r plans td do in order to be in compliance with the eleven ' 
guidelines. / 

5* In Ibe spsLces provided on tiie^ attached form (C), please commit 
on ttie extent to which each of the* four "guiding principleFs" is 
being corplied with in .your existing program of teacher evaluation, 
or will be coirplied with in your proposed plan for teacher evaluation. 

*^ 

6. In the development of your teacher evaluation program, whaj; needs 
do you foresee by way of assistance from outside sources-? Please 
state thes@ on form (D). k^^^y^ 



■»WOTE: 



Tour local district may have different evaluation programs for teachers, 
administrators, and special, service personnel. If so> please submit 
existing materials for ^ch 0f th6 evaluation programs . lou may al^o* 
wish to distinguish between the programs when coii5>leting fonns B and Co 
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Form A 

TEACHER miUATION PROCEDURES PRESENTLY UTILIZED " 
. ^ in YOUR SCHOOL DISTRICT . . 

At* Ivlaat Method? (Hank according to uaage in your school district. 

• ^ Begin with 1 as the F.ost important, method) 

■\' 

Special Ser^ce 
Teachers Administrators Personnel 

Check List* ••••••••• ' . _. 

Rating Scale* 

Open End Statements 

Performance Objectives. . . • 

(eog., MPO) 

Guided Self Analysis 

Clinical Supervision. . . . « 
Inoeraction Process Analysis i 

(e.g.', Eland ers, Simon). . < 
Micro Teaching. ..... .. . 

Other (Specify) ....... 

B. Tnlho Evaluates ? (Indicate primary responsibility by using P, secondary 

^ responsibility by using S.) 

Special Service 
Teachers Administrators Personnel 

Principal 

Assistant Principal ..... 

Department Head ........ 

Supervisor. 

Assistant Superintendent. . • 

Superintendent. ^ 
Other Teachers. 
Students « 

C. ^^en Does Evaluation Odcur ? Special Service 

^ '. ii7 ~ Teachers ' Personnel 

* ' ' Tenure Non«Tenure Administrators Tenure Non Teno 

Continuou^J^^' o . ^ . 

Montld-y . . . 

-S-eTTd-itontPly , . . . , 
•Annually. ..... 

D. . Miy Does Ev aluation Occur? (B^nk in ordet" of nrnpoi-bance for your district, 

begjiping with 1 as most iirqport^int. } 
' " Teachers Administrators ^ Special Services 

Staff Development . • . 
Tenure/Contract Reneijal . . 
* Salary 

" Improve Competencies ... 
Other (Specify) • 



Form 

GUID^EJE I . ' ^ . 

"iiach professional shall cooperative]^ determine with*' the evaluator(s) 
the objectives upon which his or her evaluation shall be based •"'^ 



— 


What things are you now doing^ 
or do you plan to do, to see 
that this guideline is met? 

PLEAS£ LIST 
ACTIVITIES 




/ 


"£ <D 
cd -P 

-p cd 

■ CO 


Completion 
• Date 




4 

^ , '\ ■ 












I 












Y, ' ^ 

: 






/ 






/ 


1 

V 














S — ' 







■J^Note: Please attach any supporting evidence available, e>g. . statements 
of objectives which idLll serve as the basis for the evaluation of 
professionals within various categories. ^ 



On the scale below please check how far you believe you have progressed 
toward meeting this guideline. 

Jl- ' 1 -I — 1 ^ J 1 i I i_ 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

No ft-ogress r ; . Y\x\\ Implementation 



Form ;B-2 



. ■ GUIDIlIIli; II 

"•The evaluation program cpope^rati^ely piMnned, carried out ahd evaluated 
by all lejrels of the staff."-:;- ' 



. ( 



Irvhat things are you nov? doa3:ig, 
or- do you plan to dOj to se^ i 
that this guideline is' met? ^ 



PLEASE LIST 
ACTIVITLLS 




4 









1 






-p 


-p 










-P <^ 




CO Q 






5 & 







I) 



•J'fNote: Please attach 'any supporting exfidence available ./ e .g. ."' statements 
'of objectives which will servef Vg^a the basis for /the evaluation of 
professionals withoja various caS^gories . / 



I 



On the ^c ale below plqase- check how far you believe ycju have progressed 
toward meeting this guideline. y ^ ' ' / ■ ' 
• t ' I I I I K 1 / » L 



0 ■■ ■ 10 .20 

o 

Mo Progi^ss \ 



•30 " 40 



50 



70/ 80 -90 ■ 100 
Full Implementation 
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Q 'Fprm B— 3 



GUIDKLIME III 



"The purposes of the evaluation program are clear stated in witing 

axB well known to the evalu^tors and those who are. to bd evaluated."^ 



VJhatv things are you nov/ doing, 
or do you plan to do, to see 
that this guideline is met? 

PLEASE LIST 

ACTIVITIES . 



I 



?rWote : Please attach any supporibing eyidence available , e.g . , statements 
• bf objectives which will serve' as the basis for" the Evaluation pf ^ 
professionals within various categories. 

On the scale below please check how far you believe you have progressed 
toward meeting this guideline . . ' , 



I 



I' 



I 



0 • 10 : 
M.o Progress 



20 



30 



40 



50 



60 



70 



80 



90 



100 



ERIC 



'^Full Implement at i(^ 



/ 



ftS- 



'^ , , o Form, 

hlDELUm. IV ' 

" "The general responsibilities and specific, tasks of the teacher's,, 

position should vfce coinprehensiveljr defined and this definition should 
as the frame reference for evaluation.""^ 




•^^Noter Please attach ^jr/supporting evidence available J e.p; ^ . 
' ' .statements, of objectives which will serve as the basis 

for the^ evaluation of professionals, within various categories. 



Ch'the scale below^ 
toward meeting this 



^ase^ check hoi^ far you believe you have progressed 
lideline. ' * • ^ . 



/ 



7 



■ Qv ; 10 
\y No Progress 

ERIC ,V 



.20, " 30. 



5P 



..60 



,70 ^80 90 _ lao 

Pull Implementation 



15 



\^ . ■ V... 



determine^i- The t^acheV 'should, know ^nd^iHlde;Mt^ the ,toe5gfis;i^ wiicK^. 



he . or she be ev^iu^ted in Hlation' to^ tiiat ^^^^^^ 



Vlhat th&gs are you'now doing,// v ^ 
or dp jrou'ptlan to do; t'd s^e ' ' ' " ' - ^ 
tteit tlii|^gii^eline^'^ met? : ^ ' 

« PLEASB'LIST '/ - " 
ACTiyiriES . 




6- (?%^ ^ 




^5 



•0 . '<!..f>- 





^ t T 



ERLC 



/ 



^'Kote: Please attach any.supporting evidence a^«allable, g^.^ stateinents 
'of objectives. which will serve as the^ basis^for the evaluatiori 
of profeasionals within various categories. - ^ . . - 

On the scale below please clieck 'how far you believe you have pt^'ogressed 
toWard meeting this guideline. ',. '* ■ 



J, 



4- 



0- 10 
No Progre&g 



20 



30 



40 



50 



60 



7^ 



4- 



7G - 80 ( 90 A 100 
Fuli Implementation 



,0 -^'0 
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Fonn B-6* 



'-^ ^^rv'^iu^ioks are more dia^oatic t]^di?i^^i?||i^ ^ ^ 
:^<?^- u'":- Jiteld heit) analyze the - teachojas aTaS^Sfea;^^ to p4 



:4 



It. ^" ''^^^ V'**^- ' ^^^^ t.blnp*^ are irou. now doinff. / *' ' .", ;i • ■ , 

7> » 3?pu.plah to do, to see ' ' * • : . 

''that this guideline is.met?'- 

%y ■ ' . " ■ ■ ^' ■' 7'v' ° 
'-^'l; %mSE LIST ACTlMTLalS 




. 4^ • ■ ■ 
H 

Id -P 

8 1d 


. ■ ■ ■ • •■ V . V • ■ I ' ' *: . 




4 


■ ' '.-7 > . . 


* • 

4 


s * 






»v 


^ ..7-' .7 ' - • / 


y 




- ' ■■ '7 7-' - - : • - - 


7- 


- 


.i S:. i 7 ■ • 

..;>''7 . ■ 4 > ' ^- 




* 


'''''' \ - » 
. 7=.v^r^ 

•v-'tfi/^ .^v-~ 

'• 0- • , > . . \ ■ . 


. ^ 1 

i / 








* 








7;-. 7^- • , . ■ . ■ ■ - 


to s ^ 


a 



i^Wote: Please attach any ^support ing^ evidence available, ,e^., 
' ^ statements of objectives which will serve as. the basis for 
. * - • the evaluation of professionals within various categories. ^ 

^iC' Qn the 'scale below please check . how far you belieye you have progressed 
^\/iQWar4 me'^ifig this guide llnev ' ' • ^ 



J- 



0 



1 " : 

No Pt*ogress _ 



20 



30 



40 



50 



60 



•ERIC 

hfiiinniirnrfTiTiiiiii 



70 



80 .90 100 
Full Iniplementation 



0/ ^ 

/ 



Giiideline, VII 

*!EvaJuaticm^ take into account influences' on the 

enviromeim such as material and professional resources 



VJhat thmgs .are you nov; doing, ^^ 

do ymi plan to do, to see- 
that tjfis guideline is met? 

.Sj^ IIST • • ' ' . * 
CTlVITIiiS ' . ^ 




FjQrtti B-7 



learning 



Q) 



•V 



•5t*Note: Please ^Attach any su^fjorting evidence available, 0^0, 
statements of objectives which/ will serve as the basis 
for the evaluation of pirofesslon&ls' within various categories. 

On the scale below please check hoW'far ycfii believe you have 



progressed tov/afd meeting this guideline. 



i 



I 



I 



0 10 2p 
.NO'ft'ogresa - - ^ 



30 



40 



50 



60 



70 



80 



90 



100 



f 



•■y ^ Pull Jinplementation 
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Form- B-8 



■ ' GUIDiiLBT- VIII ' ■ \ 

"Seif -evaluation is an essentaal aspect of the program. Teachers 
are given_ the opportunity to evaiuatls themselves in positive and 
constructive ways ^ 



Wh^t things are you now doing, 
^ or do.ypu plan t^do, to see 
' ' ^ . ' that this guideline* is met? 




.ft 

Starting 
Date 


g 

•H 

s • 

§ c5 


PLEASE LIST ^ 
ACTIVITIES 


0 


* • I ' ^ 


J 


T ■ 
f 












V 

. \' ' ^ 










* • ^ 






; . a 








\ ' • 

■. ' . \- 

^ * . 0 


A- 

<? 




* 











0 
No 



^'cWote: Please attach any supporting evidence available, sji£L.* 
statements of objectives which will serve as the *asis 
^or the evaluation of professionals within various categories. 
' — - " - ' * '* ■ 

On the scaie below please check how far you believe you have 

progressed toward meeting this guideline.. 

>l . I 

_l 



• 10 

Ftogress 



20 



30 



40 



50 



-I — 
60 



70 



80 90 ->^100 
Full Implementation 
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Jr. 



, Pom B-9 



tSUIDELUJE ix- 



UUie seljt-iinage selff-respect of teachers should be maintained 
an(| enhaiaced* Posi*tive seif --concepts can be fostered by an effective 
evaluation plan; , 



What things afe you now doip^, 
or do you plan to^o,r^to see ' 
that this guideline, is met? 

• • ^ 

PmSE LI3T • • • 

ACTIYITISS 





i 



*Note: Please attach smy supporting evidence available, e.g'. . 

statements of objectives which will serve as the basis 

for the evaluation of professionals within various categories. 

On the scale below please che^ck how far you believe you haV^e 
progressed toward meeting this guideline. • 

-I-' 



•0 . .10 
Mo Progress 



20 



30 



40 



50 



60 



70 



90 100 
PuH Implementation 



Pom B-10 



GUID^IKE X 



"The nature of the evaluations is such that it encourages teacher 
creativity and experimeyitat'ion in planning and guiding the teacher- 
learning experiences provided children.''"^ 



What things, are you now doing, 

or do you plan* to do, to, see < * ' 

that this guideJLine" is met'? * 

PLEASE LIST ' , . 

ALilvxi [Ho 


starting 
'Date 


Completion 
Date 




















■ ' ^ \ • ' " ' ■ ^ 

■ " . . ■ ■ ' ■ , . V . 






/ ■ ■ ' - . J ■ 
. ' ^ ■. • - ■ ■ 






— • " ' ' * . * 




> 










' S 




, J . ■ N 




ft 


• ■ / . ' • • ' 


y 





I 



-^Note: Plqase attach any supporting Evidence available, - ^ 

statements .of objectives wWich will serve as the basis • 
for the evaluation of prof e clonals within various categories. 

• -V ■ ' 

On the scale "below please check how far you believe you na?tre . 
progressed toward masting this guideline . <i' . * . 

t . I- 



0 .10- 

» 

No, Progress 



20 



30 



^'.40 



50^ 



60 



100 



90 

Full Implementation^ 



X02 



Eorm B-11 



GUIDELINE XI 



"The program makes ampld'. provision for clear ^ personalized, 
constructive feedback. ' * . 



f 

* 


VJhat things are you now doing, ^ ^ 

or do ypU plan to do, to see % ^ 

that this- guideline is met? 

PmSE LIST ^ ■ 
ACTIVITIES ' ' 


-P <J 

CO Q 


•H 
-P 






c 


4 




, r ' ^ 




> 


■.\ • - • 




/ 


> 


1 
























< r 









^ote : Please attabh'any supporting -evidence available, e, p /. 

statements of objectives which will serve as the^ basis ^ ^ 
.for the evaluation of professiona,ls witJjL^ various categories. 



On the scale below please check how far ^you believe you have 
prog?:'essed toward meeting this guideline. - , 



103 



' ^ ' ' Eom B-12 

Of the dtjtivitie-s listed on this form that have been -completed, ' 
' ^ please comment oh: . ' - , 

(1) those act^-vities that were pax'tijcularly helpful,, ahd. 

(2) thgse activities, that xifere not helpful, and that you 
would not repeat without major changes 



ERIC 

. .hiimiirnr fTiaaia 



GUIDBIG PRINCIPLES FOR TEACHER -EVALUATION 



. . ' • ■ ■ • <£>■ : • 

Please commit -^'the extent-to \*iich each of * the following four "guiding 
principles" is being CQii?)lied with in ycfiir exi^ti :? ^ program of teacher- *, 
evaluation^ or will be complied wil^ in ypui* proposed plan for teacher * 
evaluation. In responding, please draw upon the specif ifc acTtivities you. 
have cited in describing yourxpr^ogr^ss toward the previous guidelines 
(FormB). Use additional sheets as necessary. * 

•I* ^e primary purpose of teadh^r evaluation is the iirprovement. of 
t^e student learning experience. • ' « 



.XI. The ipcal school district estsi)li?3hes its own ediicational goals% 
Such Wpals form the basis -of the- "I^Qacher evaluation progf^am. 



\ • 

\ 7' 

\ 

\ 



IJI. ' A^nple time is provided for this goal-otlent^d appax)acii to 



teacher evaluation; 



IV • A fiscal support system is Established foi* the purpose of 

^assisting sdhool di^stilct's to prepare \ for and conduct evaluations. 



( : 
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mm D ■ 



MEEDS FOA ASSISTAI^C^ FECK OUTSIDiS SOUHCES 



lati tlie. development of yovu* .teacher ..pvaluat ion prognauii what, needs' 
tb ydu foresee by way of aasistandB i^ sources?- 






To tte'^^est. of i!^^ the information on . 

thes# fprms is accurate^^^^ 



Superintendent 



i^i^lpv^ this^foJnn (if other 

tJimf' Supe flritend 



0& ' 
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. CONNECTICUT E3D0CATIQN ASSOCIATION ^ . 

f , 21 Oak Streot 

Hartford. Gotmecticut 06106 

Supplementary Progress Report to State Department of Education ' 
- on Teacher Evaluation in the 



School District , 



> 



Dve January 1, 1975 



Name of Organisation 



Is. this organization officially .recogttised - ' ^ 

as teachers* bargaining representative under ' ■ ^ . . ■ 

Section lQ«153b (Teacher Negotiation Act)r ^ "W S : N O 



Orgaxtization President 



School Address 



]fleaf»e c^^ the attached fom (A) on the status of your^schoor 

systeAi^s present evalua^^ ^ % ' 

2. Each school distric^'maat be in conq>liance with the guideline 

established by the StatI Boatd of Education in implementing its program 
of teachex evaluation. These guidelines consist of four "guiding 
principles" and eleven "guidelines." In the spaces provlifd .on the 
attached form (B), please comtaent on the extent to which each of the 
four "guiding principles^ is being complied with in your existing 
E£2S£^ of teacher evaluation, or will be compiled with in y6ur system's 

proposed plan for teflrhpr oifa1naH»« ^ 

On the scale/pt^ided 6n the attached form (C), please check how far 
you bellevejyour school system has progressed toward nfeeting each of the 
eleven "guidelines." ' 

lu- the devflflopment of your; system's teacher eValii^tion program, what 
needs do you foresee by-way of assistance from outside sources? Please 
State these on form (D)| <5 ; 



NOTE: Please feel free to use additional sheets and/or to submit any 

desited docunientsV supportitig evidence, or supplementary statements 
, to pirO|pide further perspective with your coninents. Cite specific 
«' activities', thln-gs^done or planned to do, and indicate which in your 
judgment have been most helpful or not helpful. Thank you for youu 
constructive cooperates. ^ ' 
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Form A 



mCI^^E7Al0ATIOH H10CEDURE5 FRSSIHTIff tITIUZS) 



A. What Hethod? 



IH TOUR SCHOOL SiST&COt 

(Biank according tj> usage/ In your achooX district. 
Begin vith^ 1 as iSie mosp iittportant method) 



Teachers 



Check Idst. i ^ • ^ • • » 
luting Scale. • • « ... . . 
Open £nd Statements ... 
Perfoxwance Objectives. . 

Ce.gi>> MBO). • • . • • • ; 
Gaided Self Afialysis. ;» 
Clinical Supervii^^^* « 
Interaction Process \Analj^^iSf 

(e »g. , JKLanderi^> ' Siinon) • # ^ 
Ittcro Tegching* ^ • ♦ • • ^ 
Other (Specify) # .. ^ # • 



• • « 



V * Special Service 

dinix^strat0rs PersonneL 



B. , Who -Ey&limtes? 



reaponsibililgf hf 
responsibility by using S.) ^ 



using Pj secondary 



^ Special Service 

Teachers Administrators Personiial 



Principal • • • f • 

Assistant Principal • # » # 
Oep^xtsncnt Head . 



^ Supervisor* # > . . , . ^ . i 



Assistant Superintendent; . ♦ 
Superintendeint* . « • • . « ^' 
Other Teachers. 
Students* ....Af..*^ 



C*\ When Does Evaluation Occur? 



Teachers 



Special Service 
Personnel 



Tenure Non-^Tenure Administrators Tenure Hon Ten. 



Continuously • . • • • 
HonttiLy 

1?eirJL-Aflnually . ^ . . , 
AnnuaUy. ./^ . . . • * 



D. Vhy Does SvaluatioiS Occur ? (Itenk In order of inporfcance for your district^ 

r ^ beglmtilng with l as most ^important. ) 

o ^ * , Teachers Adraini^rators , Special Senrioes 

Staff Development . . ' ^ . " . .....^ ' 

^ * Tenure/Qontract Renewal • • • . " . - . ...-—^ 

. .Salary •/ •• • # • • * « . • " ^ * . . ' 

In^rove Gompeten<^.es • . • ■ ' • \ . 
Other (SpecityK • • # • 
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GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR TEACHER EVALUATION 



. -108 
. FORM B 

s. 



Please eotnment on the extent \o which each of the f ollowin^^our "guiding * 
principles" is being complied w|.th in your school system's ei«sting pto» , 
ifeam of. teacher evaluation, or will be complied with in your system's 
proposed blan fot tqacher evaluation. Use additional sheets a^ nece^^sary. 



I* Hie primary purpose of teacher eyaluatioj/ is the improvement of, the 
student learning experience « • / 



II* The lo(^l school district establishes its owt}/ educational goals* 
Such goals form the basis of /he teacher ev^uation p^ram.' 




III, Ample time is provided for^ this go^-oriented approach to teacher 
.evaluation. 



IV,: ^ A fiscal support wstem is^estaWished for the purpose of assisting, 
school districts to prepare ^oir and conduct evaluations. 



109 \ . 



FORM C-1 



I *■■■■/ ■ ■ I ^ 

Qfx thei acale following each guldoline^* pleaso check how far you believe y€vx 
school system/ has progressed toward 'meeting the guideline* 

**Each professional shffXl cooperatively determine with the evalCietor (s) the 
objectives iipon which his or her evaluation shall be -based. »• , 



J. 



J, 



J. 



0 10/ 20 30 M 50 '60 70 85 90 100 

No (Proafess-------*----------.----*.--..-.*.---.---.----.- FjjII linplementation jp 

. _ , G U I D E L t S B 'I I X ' " 



"Thei evaluation program is cooperatively planhed, carried out and evaluated by 
all levels of the 9t&ff ." ' • "' ' 



J- 



0/ / .lO / 20 / , 30 W ^ 50 60 70- 80 90 100 

m progress — -j^,-— —ri-*.— Full implementation 

"the /purposes of the evaluation piSogram are clearly stated in writing and are, 
Vell/lcpown/ to the evaiuators and those ^ho are to be evaluated.*' v. 



r 



_L 



30 



40 



50 



-■4- 



60 . 



70 



. 80 • 90 " 100 
FuTi loplementatlon 



["The genital responsibilities and specific tasks of the teafeher's position should 
be comprehenslvelv defined and this definitibn should serve as the fraoe-of 
rreferenci^ for evafuation." - - 



J. 



0 10 20 
No Progress-"—- 



30 



40 



"50 



60 



70 



80 90 100 

Full Implementation 



"The accWtabillty relationship of each positibn/shcfuld be clearly determined. 
The teacher should know and^ understand the meahl by whlcW he or «he will be 
evaluated in relation to that position." 



0 10 20 
Noi Progress—— 



30 



40 



50 60 70 

.-AJ^- , ^ 



80 90 100 

Full Implementation ^ 
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- . ' '\ ■ ; ■; FORM C-2 

•■ » * '^'^ \ ^— — — — -K^,— — ^, . " ■ 

<«Evaluatiofis are itldre "tiagnostie than judgmental. - Tlie ^proceaa should help 
analyse"^ thl^ teaching arid learning to plan how, to improve.*^ « 

0 10 20 30 • 40 50 60 ' 70 '80 " 90 100 



No Ptogreaa— — A — — implenientatlon 

' • • • V- . . ... . - , 



yl^'- ' \§ru:ikihii£ ill! • \\ 

"Ef aluation should take into account Influences tin the leanilng ejaivlronment 
, such as material and professional' resources." 



0 . 10 20 30 40 - 50 . .60 . 70 80 90 100 

No Progress'*-A,--j-----^--,«— PuH implementation 

"Self-eval^i^fcion ismn essential aspect of the program* Teachers are;, given the 
opportunity^ to evaluate themselves in positive and constri^ctive ways,-" . ^ 



/ - 10 20 30 40- SO ^63 70 ' 80 90 IflO 

No Progres3---i«^— — — pun implenlentation 

iliiSELINE ix ' 

• If • 

"The ^elf-^image and ^self-respect of ta^chers should ba maintained and enhanced* 
Positive a^lf«concepts can be fostered by an effective evaluation plan*" 

^ 0 10 20 ^0^ 40 50 . 60 . 70^ 80 ^ m 100 
-■Ho Progte8S-»«^r**'«r«***^<^***««--«*<^<»««»<»-*««^M^ Pull loipl^nentation 

PThe natulpi^^l the evaluation"^ is such that it encourages teacjhfter creativity au 
^erl^ntatlon in planning and guiding the teacher- leamins experiences provid 
children." , ^ ' *- 




0 10 20 30 40 50 60 ' 70. 80 90 100 

No Progress--/-— ^— — i,--^^- — Full Implementation 

* ' ■ ■ ■ * ' . • - '■ , ^ ' ' ^- . : ■ ' 

0 U tDELINE XI* , 

"The prog;r am, makes^ ample proyl^slon for clear, personalised, coi^tructive feedback*" 



I I .L 1_ I I I 



0. 10 20 . 30 40 50 60 * 70 80 90 100 

No Progress"--<*----?----7---------------r«--------------' Full Implementation 



in 



NEEDS' FOR ASS^STANCEr FROM OtJTSIIJB.' SOURCES * 



FORM D 



I In the development of your teafch^r evaluation program, what 

i needs to„you foresee, by way of as&istance from outside- isources?/ ' 



•1. .. 

0 



A- 



■ Y 



' 0 

ERJC 



To ^he be^ of my knowledge^ the Information o 
these form3 is accurate* 



Orgahization |?resident 

Person filling. out this iform (if other than 
President) 
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